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Abstract
This paper looks into urban regeneration practices targeting Roma people who generally live in city centers’ valuable areas in
Turkey. First it analyzes Sulukule urban regeneration project through the conceptual framework of housing rights. Then, drawing 
from the experiences of Sulukule, it focuses on Ege neighborhood urban regeneration project, which will also be applied in a 
Roma settlement. The data for Ege neighborhood draws from the questionnaires and the interviews conducted with 102 people in 
the region. The findings show that voices of habitants of Ege neighborhood have been little addressed and that gentrification 
process in the neighborhood puts people’s housing rights at stake.  
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1. Introduction
Turkey’s urban regeneration projects emerged with the approval of the law 5366, called “Renovation, Protection, 
Cherishing and Use of Worn Historical and Cultural Immovable Properties”. This law gives extensive authorization 
to municipalities for implementing projects, including the declaration of areas as regeneration areas, expropriation, 
eviction and demolishment of properties in case of disagreement between municipality and house owners (Turkish 
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Grand National Assembly, 2005). On the basis of this law, urban regeneration was introduced as a necessary action 
for well being of citizens and as a tool for improving citizens’ quality of life by offering them better physical and 
social environment and housing. According to the law, the first application of urban regeneration was applied to 
Roma people in Sulukule, Istanbul and it triggered forced evictions, expropriation, gentrifications, and displacement 
of Roma people.
Sulukule has been studied by many scholars in terms of urban regeneration (%DOFÕ, 2009; Somersan, 2007; øVODP
2009).  These studies analyzed how project was implemented on site dHWNHQ(UWUN<ÕOPD]
looked into the issues of resistance against state and solidarity of people (Foggo, 2007; Uysal, 2012, Karaman, 2014;
Karaman, & Islam, 2012) and focused on legal bases of the project (Oral, 2009). The project also drew world-wide 
attention and led to protests at national level. From the perspective of capital system and the government, the project 
was successful as it was a “squatter clearance” (McDaniel, 2010; Schlebusch, 2008). Luxury houses were built, most 
of which was unaffordable for the former residents. From the perspective of housing rights, human rights and access 
right to the city concepts, it is a disappointment as people were expropriated, alienated, victimized and displaced for 
gentrification.  Now, Roma people in Izmir Ege neighborhood is about to face a similar experience. Ege 
neighborhood project has not yet started; because residents refused what the municipality has offered them claiming 
that the proposed project is a form of gentrification. So far, there is very limited research on Izmir’s Roma 
community. Few studies focused on socio-economic structure of the community (Eren, 2008; .ROXNÕUÕNDQG
only one research analyzed the socio-cultural structure of the Ege neighborhood (<D÷OÕGHUH). No, studies have 
so far looked into the urban regeneration project in the area or its possible outcomes concerning the habitants. 
Particularly, after the completion of the controversial urban regeneration project in Sulukule, the attempt of 
introducing another regeneration project which also concerns Roma people need to be studied to avoid the same 
mistakes, and to prevent possible expropriation and displacement that indeed lowers the life quality of people and 
disfranchises their housing rights. Therefore, this paper first explains housing right concept and conceptualizes it 
drawing from international instruments and scholars’ perspectives into account. Then, it briefly presents projects of 
Sulukule and Ege neighborhoods. Finally, the housing problem of Ege neighborhood urban regeneration project is 
discussed making use of the interviews and questionnaires conducted in the region and from the bitter experience of 
Sulukule urban regeneration project.
2. Housing right
Housing right is a basic human right established in many international declarations such as Universal declaration 
of human rights (UDHR) (1948), International Convention on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR) 
(1966), International Convention on the Protection of the Rights of All migrant Workers and Members of Their 
Families (1990), World Charter for Right to the City Declaration (WCRCD) (2005). Housing right has been 
discussed by various scholars (Engel, 1872; Leckie, 1992a; 1992b; 2000; 2007; 2008; Leckie, & Hulchanski, 2000; 
Newman, & Schnabel, 2002; Gomez; 2007; Gould, 2008; Ternmiski 2011). Drawing from declarations and different 
scholars’ perspectives, below, we discuss and offer a definition of housing right. Although discussion of housing 
right extends beyond aforementioned declarations, we take these declarations as a basis to elaborate on the concept 
as they are inclusionary, prepared by Nations (UN) and accepted by numerous countries.
Housing right was firstly mentioned in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) which was created 
after Second World War on 10 December 1948. It is the first declaration established by UN to guarantee rights of 
every individual anywhere on the world and to avoid conflicts and wars like Second World War. Secondly, housing 
right was mentioned in International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR) declaration,
which was adopted in 1966. Declaration proclaims equal rights for every human and it defines family as the 
foundation of freedom, justice and peace in the world. According to UDHR and ICESCR everybody has right to live
in adequate standards and access food, medical care and housing. Countries should guarantee these rights to their 
citizens at a threshold level. So, housing is conceptualized as a part of adequate standard of living. In the
Convention on The Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women declaration, right to housing
extends to enjoying adequate living conditions which include sanitation, electricity, water supply, transport and 
communication. This definition stresses social and peripheral conditions of housing. In this sense social aspect of 
housing was extended and recognized in 1990 with International Convention on the Protection of the Rights of All 
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migrant Workers and Members of Their Families declaration. It advocates rights of migrant workers and states that 
housing right should include social schemes, protection against expropriation in respect of rents and participation in 
cultural life. In terms of social schemes, it argues that authorities should not prevent them from establishing houses,
social or cultural facilities and that they should guarantee access to vocational guidance and training institutions to 
increase their participation in social life and protect them against dismissal. Likewise, In 1991 UN’s conference on 
human settlements, right to adequate housing is defined as equal access to affordable housing for all humans and 
legal security of tenure. Means of affordable housing should enable markets to perform efficiently in a socially 
responsible manner with enhancing the access to land, assisting for those who are unable housing market. In terms 
of marginalized groups, housing need and right should sustain their social integration with respect to their cultural 
identity.
When it comes to the scholars’ perspective, it could be argued that Engels is one of the first scholars who 
mentioned the housing problem. Then, Lefebvre and Harvey extended Engels’s housing right. However, they did 
not analyze or discuss housing right as a separate concept but they saw it as an important and inherent part of right 
to the city. According to Engels, housing problem exists because of the current system.  Cities give centrally located 
and valuable lands to those who own the capital. Buildings on these central lands or squatter areas decrease the 
value of land because they are populated by marginalized groups (Engels, 1872:70). Therefore, the people who own 
the capital expropriate the land to construct houses which are not affordable for previous inhabitants. Instead of 
adequate, affordable housing projects, expensive houses are built for people with higher income. Thus, it precludes 
the right of housing of marginalized people. Also, Lefebvre describes this process as a way that capitalism 
“orchestrates the production of space” (1991:156). What is meant here is that financial system provides loans to 
investors for the project and becomes a part of it. Then, after the construction, financial system also offers bank 
loans to customers to buy the product. So, capitalists take their profit in both phases of the project. Engels points out 
that capitalist structure and the bourgeoisie are solving the problem in such a way that problem perpetually renews 
itself (Engels, 1872: 72-74). In doing so, marginalized groups’ lands are occupied by capitalists and these people are 
pushed to move to other parts of the city until their lands are targeted again. As we mentioned above, this creates 
confiscation of marginalized people’s rights, affordability of housing for all and security of tenure.
Lefebvre links housing right with his well-known concept of right to the city. Right to the city is an “argument 
for profoundly reworking of the social relations of capitalism and the current structure of liberal democratic 
citizenship” (Purcell, 2002: 101). According to him, all citizens have right to inhabit and live in the city. However,
existing structure provides that right only for those who could afford to buy a house because it is based on monetary 
value. On the other hand, Harvey’s conceptualization of housing right is not very clear; however his argument is 
based on financial aspects of right to the city. He underlines economical relationships between real estate and 
capitalists and believes that the change depends on collective power of citizens (2012:4). He argues that, capitalists
give importance to exchange value of the house instead of use value of the house therefore it brings up affordability 
question for all.
As implied above, the concept of right to the city and other declarations claim that people have more than 
housing right. Housing rights include the right to education, the right to work, the right to public transportation and 
urban mobility and it could be understood as a fundamental human right to reach these further rights (Terminski, 
2011:221). Also sustaining housing right needs fundamental principles which do not only mean physical existence 
of the dwelling (Leckie,1992a:26). It also includes surrounding environment and constitutional protection such as 
accessibility to services like medical care, education habitability, leisure time activities, and cultural adequacy. In 
addition to these fundamentals, among all declaration only WCRCD clearly mentions that, all persons should be 
protected against evictions, arbitrary displacement, and expropriation which they define as security of tenure
(2005:8). As Leckie (1992a:26) puts it, “housing for everyone including homeless is necessary and living in 
adequate houses is an important part of housing right”. WCRCD also states that housing expenses should be
“attainable in accordance with income” and houses should be adaptive to the cultural characteristic of those who 
inhabit it (2005:8). So, affordability, accessibility, cultural adequacy and habitability, security of tenure and 
availability of services are mentioned as fundamental aspects to sustain housing right and they are drawn from 
international instruments and discussion of scholars mentioned above. Analysis of housing rights in urban 
regeneration projects will be based on these principles.  
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Below, we present brief contextual information on Istanbul Sulukule and Izmir Ege neighbourhood regeneration 
projects and then focus on how these projects can be evaluated in terms of housing right.
3. Sulukule urban regeneration project
Sulukule is located at the historical peninsula of Istanbul, at the edge of historical castle walls. The area is a 1000 
year-old settlement for gypsies (Marsh, 2008:20). Majority of the neighbourhood is Roma people who have been 
living there since Byzantine Empire, including the Ottoman Empire period between the 16th and 19th century, 
Roma people used to live outside the walls of the city. In case of a war, they would move inside the wall to help 
military and to protect themselves from attacks (Somersan, 2007:725). In addition to this, during the peace time, 
they were dealing with music and were entertaining the elites of the palace and pashas’ in their houses or 
entertainment houses (Somersan, 2007:726). After the establishment of Turkey in 1923, they continued to live in the 
same area and earned a living from entertainment houses, playing music and dancing. Until 1990, these 
entertainment houses were their only opportunity to work and provided employment for around 3500 people (Foggo, 
2007:45). However, in 1990s, municipality closed down these houses on the grounds that they were involved in 
illegal activities . After the closure, Roma people had difficulty finding jobs in other sectors. Therefore, they started 
to work in marginal sectors such as plastic collection or street vender, which did not provide them with the income 
they earned from entertainment houses. As a result, social and financial problems emerged and the area gradually 
turned into a deprived urban place and a squatter neighbourhood.
The neighbourhood finally caught the attention of the municipality and urban regeneration project for Sulukule 
was introduced in 2005 based on the law 5366. Using the power given by this law, Fatih municipality emerged the 
urban regeneration project with the aim of stopping physical and social decay to secure the sustainability of the 
neighbourhood and to protect historical heritage (Neslisah ve Hatice Sultan Neighbourhood regeneration area,
2014).
When the project started 5000 people were living in Sulukule (Foggo, 2007:41). However, sources do not provide 
reliable and consistent demographic information. According to Municipality’s questionnaire, only 17% of the people 
living in Sulukule were Roman (Uysal, 2012:14) whereas Foggo argues that 3500 of the population are Romani and 
76% of the population were born in Sulukule (Foggo, 2007). Project affected 645 households in total; 256 of them 
ZHUHODQGORUGVDQGRIWKHPZHUHWHQDQWV%DOFÕ
We will analyze housing right of both urban regeneration projects and discuss how urban regeneration can cause 
gentrification of the area. For Sulukule case, analysis will be drawn from literature and completed projects and 
studies on it, but Ege neighbourhood is an ongoing project and therefore, analysis will be based on questionnaires, 
interviews and official declarations of municipality.
Fig. 1. (a) Sulukule, before regeneration project; (b) Sulukule after regeneration project.
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4. Ege neighborhood urban regeneration project
Ege Urban regeneration area is located at the city centre of Izmir. It is one of the oldest settlements of the city and 
it is known as the residential place of Roma people.  It makes up one of the valuable lands of Izmir for being 
centrally located. It has an easy access to city centre, health facilities and schools. Although, the land is centrally 
located and valuable, the neighbourhood is economically and physically quite deprived. It has economical and drug 
related problems, as well as an integration problem with the city. The integration problem is closely related to Roma
identity and economical features of the area. 
People who first migrated there was the ones who came to Turkey as a consequence of population exchange 
EHWZHHQ *UHHFH DQG 7XUNH\ LQ  .ROXNÕUÕN  7RGD\ DURXQG  SHRSOH OLYe there. According to 
questionnaires which were conducted with 102 people in the area, 86% of them were born and raised here and 90% 
of them have always lived in the region. For them, it is the place where their ancestors have lived and where they 
want to live. 
In terms of socio-economical structure of the area, unemployment and lack of education is the basic problem 
which leads to other problems such as financial and drug related problems. Our survey shows that 61.8% of them 
are unemployed and 60% of them are only graduates of primary school. People experience difficulties in finding 
jobs for not having a degree or formal education, and without a job, they cannot support their children and their
education. However, interviews showed us that high rate of unemployment does not only depend on education, it is 
also related with discrimination against their Roma identity. For them, discrimination against the Roma people (or 
gypsies in common colloquial language) is an important reason for lack of employment. Therefore, many hide their 
identity to be fully accepted to society .ROXNÕUÕN6WLOOLWLVQRWHQRXJKWRKLGH$FRPPRQDQVZHUWKDW
came up in the interviews is that their addresses reveal their identity no matter how hard they try to conceal it. As 
interviewee 18 said, “I went to a job interview; they offered me the job until I wrote my address. Once they saw that 
I live in Ege neighbourhood (mahallesi), they took their offer back”. So, even the address speaks for their identity 
and can be a source of discrimination, which makes it hard for people to find a job. Therefore, every generation is 
getting poorer than the previous one and the area is getting more deprived year by year. In the name of addressing 
above mentioned problems, Izmir metropolitan municipality planned urban regeneration project with the aim of 
improving physical, financial and social conditions of the neighbourhood. According to the project, the entire 
neighbourhood will be regenerated and it will effect around 700 families and houses (New Ege Neighbourhood,
2014).
5. Housing right approach on urban regeneration project
In this part, paper will analyse the concept of housing right according to its principals which were drawn from 
international instruments and scholars’ perspectives.
Fig. 2. (a) Ege neighbourhood; (b) Project proposal of Ege neighbourhood
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As mentioned above, the first criterion we will look into is affordability. When the conditions of both projects are 
analysed, it could be argued that inhabitants had the right to housing. Yet, what matters is how this right is 
implemented. In Sulukule project, households had only two options. They were either asked to buy a house from 
Sulukule or from TOKIi†FRQVWUXFWLRQDUHDZKLFKZDVLQ7DúROXNDURXQGNPDZDy from Sulukule. In both cases, 
they had to pay the difference between construction cost and value of their houses. Houses’ values were decided by 
municipality according to its size and the value of the field it was constructed on. To pay this difference, inhabitants 
were provided with the opportunity of paying a loan up to 15 years. When it comes to Izmir Ege neighbourhood 
project, conditions are slightly different. The values of their houses were calculated according to the field on which 
the house was constructed. There is no official document stating the terms of the project for households as it is in 
early-phase. However, the interview with mukhtar revealed that the new flats will be offered according to the size of 
their existing fields. In doing so, it will be made sure that the new flat they will take will not be in the same size with 
their old flat. For instance, if they have a 3 floor house which is 250 m² in total and if its field area is 100 m², then 
they will be offered a flat of 60 m² which is %60 of field area. If they want to have a larger flat, they have to pay the 
difference which costs 1.000 Liras (350 Euros) for each m².  As mukhtar and many residents of the neighbourhood 
argued that this approach is very problematic because all buildings are shared by relatives and each floor belongs to 
one family. Therefore, the proposed project pushes many families to fit in one flat. 
The questionnaires also show that 51% of the families have 3 or 4 members. So it will be problematic in case of 
habitability for those families who will have to live in one flat. This brings up the question of how the house will be 
shared between relatives or how they will fit in one flat. It should also be noted that living in an apartment block 
may also change their habits and may not go along with their cultural identity. In this sense, both projects do not go 
along with the principle of affordability and habitability for householders. Also buying a larger flat is not an option 
for them because of high unemployment rate. According to our questionnaires, more than 50% of people are either
unemployed or their income is less than 1.000 liras (below the poverty threshold), which makes it quite difficult for 
people to afford new flats. So if they cannot afford to buy a flat, they will face a similar situation like Sulukuleans 
and sell their houses to investors and move out from the area. 
In terms of tenants, both projects emerge displacement as tenants do not have right to house. In Sulukule, tenants 
were offered to EX\KRXVHVRQO\LQ7DúROXNZLWKWKHRSWLRQRISD\LQJPRQWKO\EHWZHHQWROLUDVXSWR
\HDUVGHSHQGLQJRQWKHVL]HRIWKHIODW%DOFÕ7KLVULJKWZDVJXDUDQWHHGZLWKRXWDQ\GLVFULPLQDWLRQWRDOO
tenants who lived in Sulukule (Sulukule urban regeneration area, 2014). Like Sulukule, in Ege neighbourhood,
tenants are subjected to the same right. Tenants will not have a chance to buy a flat from the district. They can rather 
buy a TOKI flat which is located in the outskirts of Izmir or they can continue their life in Ege district as a tenant of 
municipality. However, both scenarios are not affordable. If they choose to live in the same area as a tenant of 
municipality, it is highly likely that they will be paying more than what they pay now. In the interview with 
Mukhtar, he pointed out that the most expensive rent is 250 liras (85 Euros). After the project, it is obvious that this 
amount will increase considerably.  On the other hand, buying a TOKI flat also means that they need to pay monthly
loan, which would be more than the current rent. Questionnaires indicate that tenants’ unemployment rate is 66,7% 
in the area. Even in current conditions, they face financial difficulties. So, neither buying a new flat nor staying as a 
tenant of municipality is affordable for them. Therefore, this could lead to a survival strategy of buying a TOKI flat 
so that they can sell it and move to another part of the city as a tenant, like in Sulukule case%DOFÕ (2009) stated in 
his work in Sulukule that among 30WHQDQWVKXQGUHGRIWKHPVROGWKHLUKRXVHVLQ7DúROXNZLWKRXW even living
there and moved to flats close to Sulukule.
From householders’ and tenants’ perspectives, the proposed regeneration project in Ege neighbourhood is not 
affordable. Many respondents said that their life will be more difficult than before. The new habitat will bring them 
new expenses such as condo fees, heating fees and janitor expenses of the building. 
Accessibility is the other main concern of the housing right. In both cases, urban regeneration areas are located in 
the valuable parts of the city. They are in the city centre and close to all facilities such as, health, education, work or 
172.,7RSOX.RQXWøGDUHVL%DúNDQOÕ÷ÕLV7XUNH\¶V+RXVLQJ'HYHORSPHQW$GPLQLVWUDWLRQ,WLVQRQSURILWRUJDQL]DWLRQJRYHUQPHQt
administration to provide housing for low and medium income families.  
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leisure time activities. In Sulukule, moving out of the area was problematic. Because, after the closure of 
entertainment houses, people started to work in marginal sectors as street vendors or in paper collection (Aslan, 
2008:163). People need to be close to city centres in order to make a living from such jobs and sectors. Also, many 
of them access work on foot (Aslan, 2008:163). This means they do not need to pay transportation fee. However,
PRYLQJ WR 7DúROXN PHDQW ORVLQJ WKHLU MREV RU H[SHULHQFLQJ GLIILFXOWLHV LQ DFFHVVLQJ ZRUN whereas staying in 
Sulukule meant non-affordable debts and loans.
Similarly in Izmir case, the questionnaires show that 45% people are doing daily casual jobs such as house 
cleaning; portage and 28% of them are working in marginal sectors such as coachman and street vendors. 64% of 
them mentioned that they access work on foot. They are close to other services like health and education. There are 
several schools and hospitals within walking distance. However, moving to a TOKI flat like in Istanbul will bring 
them difficulties due to lack of access to services such as transportation, schools and hospitals. For a resident of Ege 
neighbourhood, moving out is very likely to cause similar problems experienced by Sulukuleans. As interviewee 5 
mentioned “We won’t accept these houses, if we have to accept we will sell it directly”. As experienced in Sulukule, 
displacing inhabitants will emerge problems and result in selling their houses in the neighbourhood. The people will 
develop a similar survival strategy like Sulukuleans.
A further main concern of the housing right is cultural adequacy and habitability. Habitability and cultural 
adequacy is linked with each other and they include surrounding environmental area of houses (Leckie,1992a:26). In 
both projects, physical conditions of the houses were not different than each other. In Sulukule, buildings had few 
IORRUV:KHQWKH\PRYHGWRDSDUWPHQWEXLOGLQJVLQ7DúROXNWKH\KDGGLIILFXOWLHVin adapting to their lives there. The 
interviews with SXOXNXOHDQVZKRPRYHGWR7DúROXNVKRZHGWKDW³they could not adapt to apartment life and living 
in a flat, so they moved back to Sulukule surroundings again´%DOFÕ,WVKRZVXVWKDWOLIHLQ7DúROXNGLG
not address their life practices. Living in apartments causes difficulties to run their jobs or to have daily job 
opportunities because of the distance to the city centre. In Ege case, analysis of municipality shows that 97% of the 
buildings have 2 or 3 floors and the proposed project will build 6 or 7 floor apartment buildings (New Ege 
neighbourhood, 2014). Therefore, in questionnaires we sought   to find out what residents think of living in 
apartment blocks with a higher number of floors. The results showed that %85 of them want detached houses or 
apartment blocks with maximum 4 floors. As interviewee 23 puts it, they stressed that apartment blocks or flat life 
does not address their life style:  “Our life style is not convenient to apartment life, for instance we like playing 
music, but, when you play or listen to music, it could cause problems with your neighbours in an apartment life.” 
(Interview, 23). This situation indeed resembles with the issues experienced in Sulukule.   This could be further 
explained by a deeper analysis of their usage of space. We observed that streets are also as important as their 
flats/houses for their daily life, especially in summer. For instance, street can function as a place to prepare for 
cooking such as peeling potatoes or chopping onions, meeting with neighbours, socializing and networking. Outdoor 
spaces function as an extension of interior space. When we look into how they use or design their houses, it could be 
said that their needs determine the way they build or use it. As Mukhtar mentioned that “each building belongs to 
one family and people construct a new floor or a new room with the extension of family such as marriage or a new 
born baby”. For instance, parents living in the first floor construct another floor on top of it when their son/daughter 
gets married. Thus, they still continue to live together and eat together. This is a commonly used survival strategy.  
Also by keeping this tradition or life practice, they minimize their costs like rent, heating, or bills. So, in Sulukule,
people have already faced a radical change in their daily life practices and it is very likely that this could also be the 
case in Ege neighbourhood. Both tenants and landlords will face such a threat as the project is not being designed in 
accordance with their life practices. The project’s environmental design is limited with building courtyards which 
means their usage of outdoor will be limited (Urban Regeneration Projects, 2010).
On the other hand, tenants who will move to TOKI flats will experience problems of cultural adequacy and 
habitability. TOKI apartment buildings have between 12 and 15 floors apartment with no courtyards or possibility of 
street/outer space usage. This particularly gives women no chance to socialize and mingle with outer world. 
Therefore, it could pose a threat to their cultural practices. Therefore, neither the new proposed project for Ege 
neighbourhood nor alternative TOKI flats are adequate and habitable for Roma people.
Security of tenure can be argued as another criteria that housing right should address. It aims to protect the 
inhabitants against forced eviction, expropriation, harassment and displacement (Charter for Right to the City 
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Declaration, 2005, article 14). However, this right was precluded by Fatih municipality in Sulukule project. People 
started to sell their houses due to forced eviction and expropriation threat before WKHSURMHFWVWDUWHG%DOFÕ
Law 5366 forms the ground for eviction by stating that  in terms of disagreement between householders and 
municipality, authorities have the right to expropriate houses based on the  current value of the house, which is to be
decided by municipality. Therefore, people were scared that if they do not sell their houses, it will be expropriated 
by municipality with a lower value than it possesses. On the other hand, in Izmir case, agreements between citizens 
and municipality have not been completed, yet. According to mukhtar, less than 50% of householders accepted the 
project: “We will not accept urban regeneration, we are trying to resist against the project and we will resist as much 
as we can” (mukhtar). According to him, citizens are collaborating against the project and they seem determined not 
to accept it. However, they also have the fear for expropriation.  This was well reflected in the interview with him 
when he asked us, ‘Do you think if we reject the project, do they have right to expropriate our properties like in 
Sulukule?” (mukhtar). This shows that although they are not willing to accept the project, they fear forced evictions 
and expropriation of their properties. Until now, nobody sold their houses but they could sell if they face the same 
fear as in Sulukule. So in both cases, there security of tenure is lacking. Such fear is dangerous as it breaks societies’ 
collective power against the municipality and gentrification of the area by selling their properties to investors as in 
Sulukule.
As mentioned in international instruments, availability of services is the last criterion of this paper. It covers
facilities such as health, security or cultural needs of citizens. We argue that both urban regeneration areas provide 
health care, education and work facilities. In Sulukule, facilities were provided by the project at their former 
locations. However for WHQDQWVZKRZHQWWR7DúROXNQRQHRIthe facilities were provided, on the contrary they even 
KDG GLIILFXOWLHV WR DFFHVV IRRG %DOFÕ  2Q WKH RWKHU KDQG questionnaire shows that citizens of Ege 
neighbourhood emphasized on green area (%20) and wedding-ceremony hall (%10). Their demand for these two 
facilities are planned and addressed in the project. However, it is obvious that not all inhabitants will have a chance 
to live there after the project. The area they are pushed to move in and live lacks health, education, security and 
work facilities. So, people will face worse conditions than before and they will have to travel to the city centre to 
access these facilities. This situation had already been experienced in Sulukule case. People who went to TaúROXN
suffered from lack of services. For them, not only accessing work, even access to water, electricity and food was 
OLPLWHG %DOFÕ  7KHUHIRUH WKH\ PRYHG EDFN WR SHULSKHUDO VXUURXQGings of Sulukule. However, in Ege 
neighbourhood case, there is no possibility for these people to move back and live around Ege neighbourhood  as the 
area is surrounded by luxury houses which are not affordable for them. This could push them to move to other parts 
of the city to maintain their lives and lead to a continuous cycle of marginalization and discrimination.
6. Conclusion
This paper aimed to look into how urban regeneration projects aiming to improve citizens’ quality of lives indeed 
cause gentrification and exclusion of marginalized groups such as Roma people. It analyzed housing rights of these 
people to understand the gentrification process. It could be seen that both cases of Turkey’s urban regeneration 
practices focused on valuable Roma settlements. In Sulukule, physical conditions and life standards of the area were
improved for the sake of displacing its former residents. Now, only few of Roma people live in Sulukule. Majority 
OLYHVDURXQG6XOXNXOHLQDIIRUGDEOHDFFRPPRGDWLRQVDQGVRPHDUHLQ7DúROXNZKHUHWKH\KDYHEHHQSXVKHGWROLYH
Housing right concept explains the reasons and processes of such displacement, none of housing rights fundamental 
principles were addressed or taken into consideration in these projects. Their financial, social and cultural statutes 
were not considered or given a thought by municipality. In this sense, house prices were more expensive than what 
they could afford, and the design of project and flats were not suitable for their cultural background and life practice 
of inhabitants. Ege neighbourhood is likely to face a similar problematic regeneration project and citizens of Ege 
district could possibly share more or less similar consequences with Sulukulueans. In Ege case, current house values 
which are determined by municipality cause affordability problem. In addition, new settlement plan is based on 
apartment blocks and they are not large enough for families. So instead of planning the settlement with a top-to-
down approach, plans should develop in cooperation between people and municipality so that they could access
more adequate housing.
The projects in both settlements started in the name of improving life standards and physical conditions. 
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However in reality, these projects aimed squatters and central areas where marginalized, low income people lived. 
Then, it displaced and disenfranchised their rights by basing it on laws (which were accordingly made to claim the 
valuable land of these people) and using financial instruments. Luxury houses for higher classes were constructed on
these marginalized people’s lands, which pushed them to move to the outskirts of city.  Outskirts of cities are now 
home to some people  until they face regeneration projects in these lands in the future. So, the project only 
postponed the problem instead of solving it. 
Drawing from international instruments, we could argue that housing right is not only about the right to have a
home, it extends beyond that and includes principal of affordability, cultural adequacy, accessibility, habitability, 
security of tenure and availability of service. This paper shows that when urban regeneration projects focus only on 
improving physical features of the project without considering socio-economical background of inhabitants, they do 
not improve life standards of people. Also, neither of the projects provides facilities to improve their social life or 
technical skills to create employment. On the contrary, it causes marginalization and gentrification and continues to 
exclude the people from society and precludes their housing rights. Thus, it serves to the good of capital instead of 
inhabitants. Before the projects, these lands were out of capital’s consumption market and now they are included in 
the market by urban regeneration. It could  be argued such a top-down approach as  in Sulukule and Ege 
neighbourhood bear the risk of marginalizing people, confiscating their right to city and housing therefore leading to 
a vicious circle of marginalization.
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